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2000 Utah Report: Background

0 1996 EPA grant:

= Phase I: Utah Division of Air Quality (DAQ) -
GHG Inventory (1997)

= Phase II: Office of Energy and Resource
Planning (OERP) — GHG Mitigation Strategies
(2000)
Refined Phase I GHG Inventory
Identified GHG mitigation strategies

Determined GHG reduction associated with each
strategy



2000 Utah Report: Cost Estimates

o Annualized cost over a 30-year period per
ton of annual CO2e reduction

0o Assumed a 5% discount rate

O Savings are not included

= Savings would likely be greater than costs for
some strategies (e.g. energy efficiency
measures)

0 Social costs/benefits are not included



2000 Utah: Reductions and Cost by
Strategy
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2000 Utah: Reductions and Cost by
Strategy
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Arizona and New Mexico Studies

O Arizona

= Initiated February 2005

= Report August 2006

= 49 policy recommendations
O New Mexico

= Initiated June 2005

= Report December 2006

= 69 policy recommendations

o 1.5 years to completion

% December 2006,
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New Mexico vs. Arizona: Reduction by Strategy
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Cost
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New Mexico vs. Arizona: Cost/Ton Reduced by Strategy
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Questions?




